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This report -On the changes in the housing inventory -repre- 
sents the eighth in a series that commenced in *1967,. Based upon 
City re'dofdS, it brings together information about the number 
of units completed, the number demolished, and the resulting 
net change fof. the City as a whole and for its fifteen planning 
areas." The format has remained the same, for most tables, 
during the tine of its publication, consequently, time series 
comparisons for most items and areas can be made. 
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l 

'SUMMARY 


1. In 1973 , 1,578 units .were certified complete,, the second 
highest gain .since 1967, ranking behind the 1,713- units in 
1972.* iNine hundred twenty-five units were demolished in 
1973/ and the. difference between completions and demolitions, 

& net gain of 653 unita, increased the .city's housing stock 
to 312,741 units. 

2. Net losses continued in lower density structures (two and 
.three units) . There was also a net loss of medium* density 
structures (five to nine units) this year'. The net gain of 
22 higher density structures (ten units or more) was com- 
parable to that of 1972. 

3. Fifty-eight percent of the total units certified complete 
(.9111) were in high density structures (20 units or more) . 

This set a new completion record for this structure type. 
Ninety-une perceat of these new units resulted front some, fdrm 
of public assistance: private, housing in redevelopment areas, 
public housing, or Federal Subsidy housing programs. 

4. A slow-down occurred in all types of private market construc- 
tion. DJ 1973' s total completions*, private actions .accounted 
for only 35 percent (558 units) , compared to' 52 percent 

(884 units) in 1972. Single-family housing .was -the only 
category in which private .action contributed as much hdusing 
as public* actions. 

* 

5. Building permits for 4B/59.1 .units were authorized* in the 
nine-county Bay .Area .in 1973,. of which 4,150 units or nine 
percent were in San Francisco, placing it in the fourth rank 
among the nine counties.*, v. San Francisco's shar'd t>f single- 
family units, remained small (seven percent) ; however * it wa^ 
higher than the .consistent five percent of the last -five years. 

6. The public sector accounted for 1,020 units or 65 percent of 
the. total completions in 1973-, up 15.6 percent from. 1972. 

.Six -hundred 'thirty'-uine units' (63 percent of**the 1,020 -units) 
were among market- rate and below-ma.rket-rate housing* projects 
in the Diamond Heights t Western Addition A-2, and Hunters 
Point Redevelopment Areas. Another 257 units (25 percent) 
were located in the .three, elderly public housing' projects 
completed in the* .Richmond and. 'Northeast districts. The 
remaining 124 units t(12. percent) resulted from a Federally 
subsidized conversion of a‘ warehouse in the Mission district . 
into a«,low- and moderate-priced housing, project for senior 
citizens. 
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7. Public action (redevelopment and code enforcement) was also 
responsible for almost seventy percent of the total demoli- 
tions this year. Last year the share was one-half of the 
total demolitions . The demolished units , mostly in rede- 
velopment areas, included single-family structures (mostly 
in Hunters Point) , medium density structures (mostly in 
Western Addition A-2 and Hunters Point) , and higher density 
ones (in Western Addition A-2 and Yerba Buena) . A large 
number of these units were vacated by the Redevelopment Agency 
before 1973 and therefore their demolition doed not constitute 
removal from the "active" 1973 housing stock,. 

8. Fewer single- family structures were demolished in 1973 than 
in 1972. However, demolition of medium density structures 
increased both in quantity and in share of the total 
demolitions. 

9. The Central planning district had the highest number of unit, 
completions in 1973. The units consisted mostly of condo- 
minium townhouses and condominium apartment units. In 
Richmond and Northeast planning districts, which ranked 
second and fourth respectively, the net gains were the result 
of completion of three public housing projects. Both new 
completion and demolition activities slowed down in Richmond 
during the year. 

10. In Western Addition and South Bayshore planning districts, 
medium to higher density structures (4-19 units) were the 
major types of completions . A large number of new units in 
the Western Addition A-2 and Hunters Ppint Redevelopment 
Areas, under construction in 1973^ will not be completed 
until the early half of 1974 » As a consequence, the, high 
number pf demolitions exceeded the completions, and both 
districts suffered net losses. 

11. For the 1968 - 1973 period, about two-thirds of total housing^ 

completions occurred in the Central, Western Addition, ' 

Richmond, and Northeast planning districts. In Central and 
Western Addition;, the major source of production was the 
redevelopment program, while the private market was the pri- 
mary factor in Richmond and the Northeast district. The 
Western Addition district accounted for slightly more than 
half the demolitions for the period, an impact of the clear- 
ance phase of the redevelopment program. 

12. Data on the number of bedrooms by units certified complete in 

1973 were included for the first time in the Housing Inventory 
Report: 33.5 percent of the units were without bedrooms, 

twp-thirds of which were distributed among the completions 
attributable to some form of public program; 27.3 percent 
were, of two" .bedrooms, many pf which were found 4.11 mediuip 
density apartments; another, 15.7 percent were of three or 
more bedrooms in single-family dwellings and in redevelopment 
housing. One-bedroom units accounted for 21.1 percent of the 
total completions. 
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INTRODUCTION 



l This‘ reporters the -eighth of‘ a series-, the purpose of. which 
is to .record annual changes in the housing inventory of San 
Francisco. Annu’al changes in the housing inventory mean the 
number of units certified complete in a given year, the number 
demolished, and the difference between those completed 'and those 
demolished. 

The information ibout the housing stock: "is derived princi- 
pally from the records of the Department of Public Wo^ks. This 
year, through additional research, the number of bedrooms- -of the 
gcjjnpleted units is reported. This information has been Compiled 
by the Department of City Planning from plans of -buildings siib- 
mitted with applications for building permits. In a number of 
cases, further research was necessary in -the files' of the 
Assessor's Office. 

It should be also noted that not all structures completed 
in 1973 were certified so by the Department of Public Works. 

Minor unsatisfactory conditions in new structures may delay the 
Department of Public Works from issuing a Certificate of Final 
Completion, from which the Department of City Planning records 
the number of new completions. In these situations, the Depart- 
ment of Public Works would issue a Temporary Certificate of 
Occupancy to permit residents to live in the structure. For 
example, in 1973, a 206-unit Federally subsidized housing project 
for the elderly and handicapped, the Alexis Apartments, was 
completed in the South of Market district. The project has been 
occupied since June of 1973, but a Certificate of Final Comple- 
tion has not been issued. In order to report the annual housing - 
change consistently, units completed and issued a Temporary 
Certificate of Occupancy are not included in the present Housing 
Inventory Report but will appear in the year in which the 
Certificates of Final Completion are issued. 

The format of all the reports in this series has been kept 
uniform, making it possible to make direct comparisons with the 
annual series back to 1967 and with the information contained 
in the report covering the period 1960-1966. 

Sources of Information for the Report 

The principal sources of information for this report are 
records kept by the Central Permit Bureau of the Bureau of 
Building Inspection, Department of Public Works. The two docu- 
ments mainly used are Certificates of Final Completion and 
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Demolition Permits, The former,.is. the soyrce of information 
about new construction in place; the latter of housing units 
removed. , ^ 

Certificates of Final Completion are filed by Building 
Inspectors when they certify that a building has been completed 
to their satisfaction. Unlike the building permit, this record 
is a firm indication that the structure has been built and that 
the units are,, in. fact, available for occupancy. 

( Z % 

* , Demolition Permits are applied for , at the central -Permit 

Bureau; usually by contractors removing the structures Since 
the application ig .made by persons not always familiar with the 
interior arrangements of the building, the information about 
the units contained is frequently incomplete or in error. This 
requires additional research by the staff of the Department of 
City Planning who use a variety of records to establish the cor- 
rect number of units, which existed in the: demolished structure. 
It would be desirable to have additional data on the number of 
rooms, -age -of structure, nature of the previous occupancy, etc., 
but this, information is not available. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 


HOUSING PROFILE, 1973 


Nefc ..Change 


A net gain of 653 units was recorded in San Francisco'‘s 
housing inventory in 1973; 1,578 units were completed and 
925 units were demolished- The 1973 net gain is less than 1972 
and 1971 by 197 units and 287 units respectively due to the high 
amount of demolition in 1973. 


TABLE 1 

Net Change in Housing Structures and Units, 1973 


r- T 

Structure Type 
KNo. of Units) 

- 

No. of Structures 

1 

No. of y&it;s 

Single' Family 


+65 

+65 

2 


-40 

-80 

3 


-30 

-90 

4 


+ 8 

+ 32 

5-9 


-18 

-120 

10-19 


+ 4 

+66 

20+ 


+18 

+780 

Total 


+ 7 

+653 


\ 

A net gain of only £even structures was recorded in 1973. 

The major contributor to the gain was the net addition of 
65 single-family structures. A net gain of 22 structures of 
10 or more units was also recorded, an amount comparable to 1971 
and- 1972 figures*. These net gains were offset mainly by the net 
loss of 70 structures of 2-* 3 units- A net loss of eighteen 
5-»9 unit structures was also recorded. 
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i * TABLE 

San Francisco Housing stock, December, 1973 


Structure Type 


No. of Units 


Percent 


Single Family 


102,784' 


33 

2 


4B, 914 


13 

3-4 


32 ,300 


10 

5-9 


34,053 


11 

10+ 


103,590 


33 

Total 


312,741 


100 


By adding the net gains in units by’ type of structures 'to 
the figures given by the 1970 Census, revised annually, the 
total housing count for 1973 is estimated at 312,-741 units. The 
addition of 653 units did not affect the. overall- distribution of 
units by type; single-family structures and units in structures 
of 10 or- more* units comprised -two-thirds* of-the total stock ; the 
remaining one-third were" in 2-9 unit 'structures. 


TABLE 2-B 

San Francisco Housing Stock, 1970-1973 


Structure Type. 

1970 
( i n 

1971 

number 

1972 

of u n 

* 

1973 

its) 

Jp* 

Single F-amily 

*, r 

102,716 

102,712 

102,719 

102,784 

2 

40,186 

40,170 

40,094 

40,014 

3-4 

32,215 

32,268 

32,358 

32, 300 

5-9 

34,105 

34 ,173 

34,173 

34,053 

10+ 

101,076 

‘101, 915 

102,744 

103,590 

Total 

310,298*' 

"311,238 - 

3 12V 088 

3127*741 

^This number of 

units excludes 

mobile home 

or trailer 

and vacant 


seasonal and migratory units. 


Housing Units Certified Complete 

In 1973, 1,578 units were certified complete and added to 
the housing stock of the city. This was less than in 1972, when 
1,713 units were certified complete. 
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Nearly 60 percent (918 units) represented structures of 
20 or more units. This was the highest completion record since 
1967 for such structures,, .both in real<-mumbers and .in percentage 
share -Of the total completions. _ ' .a' 

O » " TABLE 3 <- 

* " r , 

Housing Units Certified -Complete, 1973' 

Number and Percent of Structures 
and Units by Structure Type 

' * - 4 


wm »■ ' w * « 

*. ■ A 

Structure Type 

No. of 
Structures 

Percent 

Na of 
Units 

Percent 

Single Family 

173 

60.3 

173 

11.0 

2 

17 

5.9 

34 

2.2 

3 

11 

3.8 

33 

2,1 

4 

32 

11.2 

128 

8.1 

5-9 

19 

6.6 

124 

7.8 

10-19 

12 

4.2 

' 168 

10.6 

20+ 

23 

8.0 

918 

58.2 

total 

287 

100.0 

1578 

loo.o 


* v ir ^ 

Or these 918 units, 91 percent, or 835 units, resulted. from 
public action programs, a considerably greater share than the 
53 percent in 1972. Public housing projects, market -rate 'and 
be low-market- rate redevelopment housing projects "and a Federally 
subsidized residential conversion project accounted for thebe 
hni'ts. 'That only 83 units in this category were privately con- 
structed is a commentary on the state of the private market 
during the past year. 

More single A family structures we ret completed in 1973 than ii^ 
the ..previous six ..years. The 173 single-family dwellings comprised* 
60 .-3 percent of the total structures completed' in 19-73* although ' 
only 11.0 percent of the total units. The number .of single*-, 
family dwellings certified complete has been increasing gradually 
since' 1969 when 69 such, structures were certified. Although 
private actions were still responsible for a major portion of 
the completions- in 1973* .56 units,’ or* 32 pergent., were condo- 
minium townhouses completed'.in 'the Diamond ‘Heights Red6velo]i>inent 
Area; In. pievious years, these .owner-occupiediattached>"rOw- 
houseg" ot- "deckhousesV-' would have, been classified as multi- 
family structures. 
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Humber of Bedrooms 

Information on the number of bedrooms in the units certified 
complete is included in this report for the first -time. It has 
not been included in the past because it is not readily available 
in Applications for Building Permits or Certificates of Final 
Completion and must be determined directly from building, plans 
as they are processed by the Zoning Division of the Department 
of City Planning. Because of its importance it was decided to 
begin collecting that information beginning with 1973. 

Of the 1,578 new unit?, one-third, or 528, were studios, 
followed by 432 two-bedroom units (27.3 percent). There were 
333 one-bedroom units (21.1 percent) and 247 three-or-more- 
bedroom units (15.7 percent) . 


TABLE 4 

Housing Units Certified Complete, 1973 
Number and Percent of Units 
by Number of Bedrooms 


Unit Type 

No. of Units 

Percent 

0 -Bedroom 

528 

33.5 

1-Bedroom 

333 

21.1 

2 -Bedroom 

432 

27.3 

3+ Bedroom 

247 

15.7 

Not known 

38 

2.4 

Total 

1578 

100.0 


Of the studios, two-thirds or 355 units were distributed 
among the three large public housing projects for low-income 
senior citizens and the Federally subsidized residential conver- 
sion project to provide housing for low- and moderate-income 
elderly persons. Another 135 studio units were located in the 
large-scale market-rate condominium apartment-prdject in the 
Diamond Heights. JRedevelopment Area. 

One-bedroom units were distributed among medium to high 
density structures. Three-bedroom units were found primarily in 
single-family structures, and' also in the Federally subsidized 
projects in the redevelopment areas. 

Of this year's total number of completed units, 1,020 of 
<j5 percent were the result of some form of public action. 
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including pub lie housing, redevelopment housing (market-rate and 
be low-market- rate) , and Federally subsidized housing outside 
designated redevelopment areas. This share was higher than the 
52 percent in 1972. Sixty-three percent (639 units) of these 
1,4)20 units were completed in three redevelopment areas:’ Western 
Addition A-2, Diamond Heights, and Hunters Point. Another 
quarter (257 units) were distributed among the three public 
housing projects completed in the Richmond and Northeast dis- 
tricts. The balance (124 units) were located in the Federally 
subsidized -Vincentian Villa project for senior citizens in the 
Mission district. This project was a conversion of a former 
warehouse to provide residential housing. 


TABLE 5 

Housing Completion by Public and Private Actions, 1973 
Number and Percent of Units and Estimated Costs 



NO. Of 
Units 

Percent 

Estimated 

Costs 

Percent 

City Total 

1578 

100 

$31,627,401 

100 

Private Action 

558 

35 

13,461,060 

43 

Public Action 

1020 

65 

18,244,001 

57 

Redevelopment Areas 1 

6 39 

41 

13,097,591 

41 

Western Addition A- 

2 (104) 

(7) 

(1,872,000) 

(6) 

Diamond Heights 

(463) 

(29) 

(9,977,350) 

'(31) 

Hunters Point 

(72) 

(5) 

(1,248,241) 

U> 

Public Housing 

257 

16 

4,068,750 

13 

Other^ 

124 

8 

1,000,000 3 

3 


^Housing in Redevelopment Areas includes both market-rate and 
below-market-rate housing. 


^This represents the Federally subsidized residential conversion 
project in the Mission planning district. 

3 This represents the estimated conversion cost of renovating a 
warehouse into a housing project with 124 studio units. 


The 639 units certified complete in the three redevelopment 
areas exceeded the 1972 total (586 units) by nine percent. The 
largest number were completed in the Diamond Heights Redevelop- 
ment Area. In 1973, all the units completed were market-rate 
condominium apartments and townhouses with a small number of 
detached, single-family structures. As of January 1, 1974, there 
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were 361 market-rate units under construction in the area. 
Construction of another 106 housing units will complete housing 
construction in Diamond Heights. 

The total completions in Western Addition A-2 and Hunters 
Point Redeye lopment Areas this year were less than, one-half of 
the totals for 1972. In the case of Western Addition, only one 
project was completed this year; however, construction commenced 
on four other large-scale projects in 1972 and early 1973. 
According to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, these pro- 
jects will be completed in Spring of 1974, adding 692 new units 
to the city’s housing stock. In the case of Hunters Point, the 
Federal housing moratorium during 1972-1973 has delayed rede- 
velopment activities. Construction of the Hunters Point Site 
No. 4 project, originally scheduled for completion in December, 
1973, was not started until August, 1973. When completed, the 
project will add 149 low- and moderate-priced units to the 
housing stock. 


TABLE 6 

San Francisco Bay Area 
Number of $ew Housing Units Authorized 
by Building Permits, 1973 


County 

Single 
Fami ly 

Multi- 

Family 

Total 

% Single 
Fami ly 
of Total 

Alameda 

3,472 

3,644 

7,116 

48.8% 

Contra Costa 

4,723 

2,101 

6,824 

69.2 

Marin 

1,236 

2,227 

3,463 

35.7 

Napa 

618 

270 

888 

69.6 

San Francisco 

285 

3,865 

4,150 

6.9 

San Mateo 

2,107 

3,684 

5,788 

36.4 

Santa Clara 

7,400 

5,445 

12,845 

57.6 

Solano 

2,531 

1,000 

3,531 

71.7 

Sonoma 

2,563 

lv 423 

3,986 

64.3 

Total 

24,935 

23,659 

48,591 

51.3 


% 


Source: Construction Reports , U.S. Department of Commerce, 
San Francisco Field Office. 


This year, permits for 4,150 new units or nine percent of 
€he nine- county Bay Area total (48,591) were authorized in San 
Francisco.. JTiis was an increase of 21 percent .over the 
3,349 units authorized in 1972. Seventy-four percent of 
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4,150 units were authorized during the first six months of the 
year. Of these, 94 or six percent were certified complete in 
1973. Thirty-three percent of this year's completions were 
authorized for construction in 1972, ahd the remaining 61. percent, 
four- fifths of which were attributed to some form of public pro- 
grams, were authorized prior to 1972. It is expected that the 
bulk of the 4,056 units which Were authorized yet not completed 
this year will be certified complete during 1974 and 1975. 

The 285 single-family units authorized in San Francisco 
accounted for almost nine percent of the Bay Area's total 
(25,935 single- family units) this year; in the last two years 
the share was six percent. Although single-family units repre- 
sented a very small percentage (seven percent) of San Francisco's 
construction, it was slightly higher than the consistent five per- 
cent of the past five years. Although the relative share is 
small# the fact that single- family units continue to be built 
is significant. 


TABLE 7 

Housing Units Authorized by Building Permit 
San Francisco and the Bay Area, 1968-1973 



1973 

1972 

19 71 

1970 

1969 

1968 

Total Bay Area 

48,591 

61,000 

67,157 

48,691 

43,352 

41,520 

Total Bay Area 
minus 

San Francisco 

44,441 

57,561 

63,543 

46 r 920 

42,493 

40,291 

Total 

San Francisco 

4,150 

3,439 

3,614 

1,771 

859 

1,229 

Multi-family 

Bay Area minus 
San Francisco 

19,794 

27,352 

32,902 

28,573 

23,404 

17,047 

Multi- family 

San Francisco 

3,865 

3,270 

3,439 

1,627 

782 

/ 

1,111 

Single- family 
Bay Area minus 
San Francisco 

24,650 

-30,209 

30,641 

18,347 

19,089 

13,244 

Single- family 
San Francisco 

285 

169 

175 

144 

77 

118 


Source: Construction Reports , 1968-1973, San Francisco Bay Area, 
Department of Commerce, San Francisco Field Office. 
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With the exceptipn of San Francisco and Solano Cqunties, 
construction activity has slowed down in the other seven counties, 
'leading to the overall 20. percent decrease, (from 61,000 units to 
48,591 units) rn the Bay Area between 1972 and 1973.. This decline 
was sharper than the 9.2 percent between 1971 and 1972, and, was 
attributed to decreases of both single-family units (-18 percent) 
and multi-fajnily units (-23 percent) . 

Greater decreases were shown in Alameda (-40 percent) , 

San Mateo (-32 percent) , Contra Costa (-27 percent) and Sonoma 
(-25 percent) counties, primarily in multi-family units. The 
14 percent decline in Santa Clara County, however, was mostly in 
single-family units. 

It was still true in 1973 that Santa Clara, Alameda and 
Contra Costa counties respectively held the first three places 
in the rank order of number of units authorized by building per- 
mits. San Francisco, however, jumped from seventh to fourth place 
in 1973. In Contra Costa, Napa, and Solano counties, single- 
family units rather than multi-family units continued to predomi- 
nate,' although the real number of single-family units has 
decreased in Contra Costa and Napa. 

Demolitions 

In 1973, 925 units were demolished, thereby removing the 
highest number of units from the housing stock of the city since 
1960. 



TABLE 8 

Demolitions, 1973, Number and Percent of 
Structures and Units by Structure Type 


Structure Type 

No. Of 
Structures 

Percen-t 

No. of 
Units 

Percent 

Single Family 

10 8 

38.6 

10 8 

11.7 

2 

57 

20.4 

114 

12.3 

3 

41 

14.6 

123 

13.3 

4 

24 

8.6 

96 

10.4 

5-9 

37 

13.2 

244 

26.4 

10-19 

8 

2.8 

102 

11.0 

20+ 

5 

1.8 

138 

1.4.9 

Total 

280 

100.0 

925 

100.0 
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Demolition in medium to high density structured Was almost 
evenly divided: 244 units in 5-9 unit structures, 240 in 10-unit 
or more structures . This accounted for over half of the total 
number of units removed. This continues a pattern which was 
observed in 1972. It should be noted that 44 of the 240 units 
were located in a fire-damaged building which was demolished by 
a private party for conversion to a public park. 

TABLE 9 


Demolitions, 1967-1973, Units by Structure Type 
(Percent of Annual Total) 



1973 

Units 

1972 

Units 

1971 

Units 

1970 

Units 

1969 

Units 

1968 

•Units 

1967 

Units 

1967-73 

Units 

Single 

108 

133 

127 

129 

84 

52 

138 

771 

Family 

11.7% 

15.4% 

22.8% 

17.7% 

9.4% 

11.8% 

26.4% 

15.6% 

2 

114 

•114 

78 

124 

170 

96 

£2 

758 


12.3% 

13.2% 

14.0%- 

17.0% 

18.9% 

21.9% 

IT. 8% 

15.4% 

3 

123 

78 

117 

99 

168 

69 

27 

681 


13 ,-3%. 

9.0% 

21.0% 

13.5% 

18.7% 

15.7% 

5.2% 

' 13.8% I 

4 

96 

48 

36 

84 

100 

45 

12 

421 9 


10.4% 

5.6% 

6 . 5% 

11.5% 

11.1% 

10.2% 

2.3% 

8.5% 1 


5-9 244 184 35 113 158 117 148 .999 

26.4% 21.3% 6-. 3% 15.5% 17.6% 26:2% 28.3% 20.2% 


571 

11 . 6 % . 

734 A 
14.9% 

Total 925 863 557 730 898 439 523 4935 


The removal of single- family structures declined again in 
comparison to the total demolitions in the city. Demolition 
decreased from 133 single-family units in 1972 to 108 units in 
1973, a decline of 19 percent. 

Demolition of 3-4 unit structures increased between 1972 
and 1973. The number of units (219) demolished in these struc- 
tures amounted to about one-quarter of the city total. 
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20 + 


102 

11 . 0 % 

138 

14.9% 


160 

18.5% 

146 

16.9% 


91 

16.3% 

73 

13.1% 


89 

12 . 2 % 

92 

12 . 6 % 


53 

5.9% 

165 

18.4% 


60 

13.7% 

0 

0 .9% 


16 

3.1% 

120 

22.9% 
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In reviewing the data for the period between 1967 and 1973 
a comparison with the period 1960-1966 is revealing. 


TABLE 10 

Demolitions, 1960-66 and 1967-73, 

Number and Percent of Units by Structure Type 



1967 

-73 

1960 

-66 

Change 

Structure Type 

No. 

% 

No. 

% 

No. 

% 

Single Family 

771 

15.6 

12 89 

31.7 

-518 

-40.2 

2 

758 

15.4 

776 

19.1 

-18 

-2.3 

3 

681 

13.8 

348 

8.5 

333 

95.7 

4 

421 

8.5 

220 

5.4 

201 

91.4 

5-9 

999 

20.2 

754 

18.5 

245 

32.5 

10-19 

571 

11.6 

476 

11.7 

95 

19.9 

20+ 

734 

14.9 

207 

5.1 

527 

254.6 

Total 

4935 

100.0 

4070 

100.0 

865 

21.3 

Apart from 

a general 

increase 

in the 

number 

of units 

demol- 


ished in the latter period, there are striking differences in 
the kind of units being demolished. In the earlier period, 
single- family homes were by far the most frequent target, both 
in relative and absolute terms. That same period marked the 
height of the building boom in the so-called R-3, wood-frame 
apartment structure, for which many single-family homes in dis- 
tricts such as the Richmond, Sunset, and Mission were demolished 
to make sites.' Since that time, there has been a decline in 
these demolitions, the emphasis shifting to larger structures. 

Most noticeable is the dramatic increase in units removed in \ 

buildings which contain twenty or more units, although the number ; 
of units demolished in three- and four-unit structures also 
increased significantly in that period. 
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TABLE 11 

Demolition by Public Action 1 , 1973, Number and Percent 
of Structures and Units by Structure Type 

I 


Structure Type 

No. of 
Structures 

Percent 

No. of 
Units 

Percent 

Single Family 

55 

30.4 

55 

8.5 

2 

35 

19.3 

70 

10.8 

3 

31 

17.1 

93 

14.4 

4 

18 

1.0 

72 

11.1 

5-9 

32 

17.7 

215 

33.3 

10-19 

6 

3.3 

48 

7.4 

20+ 

4 

2.2 

94 

14,5 

Total 

181 

100.0 

647 

100.0 


^Public action includes redevelopment and code enforcement 
programs . 


TABLE 12 

Share of Demolition Accounted for by Public Action 

1967-1973 


Year 

Total Units 
Demolished 

Demolished as Result 
of Public Action 

Percent Public 
Action of Total 

1973 

925 

647 

69.9 V 

1972 

869 

432 

49.7 

1971 

557 

205 

36.8 

1970 

730 

464 

63.6 

1969 

89 8 

570 

63.5 

1968 

628 

439 

69*9 

1967 

523 

203 

38.8 

Total 

5130 

2960 

57.7 


Almost seventy percent of the demolition in 1973, or 
647 units, was attributable to public action in three redevelop- 
ment areas: Western Addition A-2, Hunters Point and Yerba Buena, 
and to the code enforcement program. Last year, public actions 
represented only one-half of the total demolitions. One-third 
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of the 647 units were in medium ''density structures’’, hiany of ‘which 
were the wartime houses in the Hunters Point area. A large num- 
ber of the units demolished in the redevelopment areas were 
vacated by the Redevelopment Agency some months prior to the 
jactual demolition. Their demolition, therefore, did not repre- 
sent removal from the "active” 1973 housing stock. 


TABLE 13 

Hotel and Lodging-House Rooms Demolished, 1973 


No. Of 
Rooms in 
Building 

Public . 

Action 

Private 

Action 


Total 


Str. 

Rms 

. Units Str. 

Rms. 

, Units 

Str. 

Rms. 

Units 

1-25 

0 

0 

0 

1 

16 

0 

1 

16 

0 

26-50 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51-75 

0 

0 

0 

1 

60 

0 

1 

60 

0 

76-100 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

100+ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

0 

0 

0 

2 

76 

0 

2 

76 

0 

Two 

hotel 

structures with 

a 

total 

of 76 one 

-room units 

were 


demolished in 1973. The structures were cited for code viola- 
tions by the Bureau of Building Inspection under the Systematic 
Code Enforcement Program, prior to requests for demolition permi 
by the owners. 
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CHANGES IN THE HOUSING INVENTORY 

. ‘ 

BY PLANNING DISTRI-CT 

i 

! 

f 

Analysis of change by area of the city provides a useful 
insight into the operation of the housing' market. The maps 
i which follow. are of the 15 planning districts into which the 
' 1970 census tracts have been grouped. A summary of the general 

i changes in these districts accompanies the maps and tables. 




PLANNING DISTRICTS - 1970 CENSUS TRACTS 


•PLANNING DISTRICTS' 


|. RICHMOND 

2. MARINA 

3. NORTHEAST 

4. DOWNTOWN 

5. WESTERN ADDITION 


6. BUENA VISTA 

7. CENTRAL 

8. MISSION 

9. SOUTH OF MARKET 
10- SOUTH BAYSHORE 


11. BERNAL HEIGHTS 

12. SOUTH CENTRAL 
13. 1NGLESIDE 

14. INNER SUNSET 

15. OUTER SUNSET 
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HOUSING UNITS 


NUMBER OF 
CENSUS TRACTS 


Minus 26 to Minus T14 


Minus 6 to Minus 25 


Vf/fr///ff$i M,rH « 1 to Mfnua 5 


Plus 1 to Plus 5 


Phis 6 to Plus 25 


Plus 26 to Plus 125 


piu * 126 to p,ua 407 



DISTRICTS 
t RICHMOND 

2 MARINA 

3 NORTHEAST 

4 DOWNTOWN 

5 WESTERN ADDITION 

6 BUENA VISTA 

7 CENTRAL 

8 MISSION 

9 SOUTH OF MARKET 

10 SOUTH BAYSHORE 

11 BERNAL HEIGHTS 

12 SOUTH CENTRAL 

13 INGLESIDE 

14 INNER SUNSET 

15 OUTER SUNSET 


20 


TABLE 14 

San Francisco Districts in Rank Order 
of Net Change in Housing Units, 1973 


Rank 

District 

No. 

District 

NO. of 
Units 

1 

7 

Central 

525 


1 

Richmond 

237 

3 

8 

Mission 

116 

4 

3 

Northeast 

108 

5 

12 

South Central 

58 

6 

2 

Marina 

56 

7 

15 

Outer Sunset 

40 

8 

14 

Inner Sunset 

17 

9 

11 

Bernal Heights 

7 

10 

13 

Ingles ide 

2 

11 

4 

Downtown 

-1 

12 

6 

Buena Vista 

-34 

13 

9 

South of Market 

-50 

14 

10 

South B ays h ore 

-75 

15 

5 

Western Addition 

-353 

Total 



+653 



TABLE 15 


San Francisco Districts in Rank Order of Net Change in Bousing by Structure Type, 1973 


Rank 

structure Type 


Single Family 

2-4 

5-9 

10 - 19 

20+ 


District 

On its 

District 

Units 

District 

Units 

District 

Units 

District 

Units 

1 

Central 

66 

Richmond 

40 

Outer Sunset 

17 

Richmond 

39 

Central 

423 

2 

South Central 

57 

Outer Sunset 

32 

Buena Vista 

15 

South Bayshore 

38 

Richmond 

168 

3 

inner Sunset 

12 

Central 

21 

Central 

15 

Marina 

30 

Mission 

124 

4 

Outer Sunset 

3 

Inner Sunset 

17 

Ri chmond 

7 

Northeast 

12 

Northeast 

113 

5 

Bernal Heights 

3 

Bernal Heights 

4 

Inner Sunset 

6 

Downtown 

0 

Marina 

40 

6 

Ingleside 

0 

Ingleside 

2 

Mission 

0 

Buena Vista 

o 

Downtown 

0 

7 

Mission 

0 

South Central 

1 

Bernal Heights 

0 

Central 

0 

South of Market 

0 

B 

Downtown 

-1 

Downtown 

0 

South Central 

0 

Mission. 

0 

South Bayshore 

0 

9 

South of Market 

-2 

Buena Vista 

-2 

Ingleside 

0 

Bernal Heights 

0 

Bernal Heights 

0 

10 

Buena Vista 

-3 

Marina 

-7 

Downtown 

0 

South Central 

0 

South Central 

0 

11 

Northeast 

-3 

Mission 

-a 

Northeast 

-2 

Ingleside 

0 

Ingleside 

0 

12 

Marina 

-4 

Northeast 

-12 

Marina 

-3 

Western Addition 

-11 

Inner Sunset 

0 

13 

Western Addition 

-12 

South of Market 

-30 

South of Market 

-6 

South of Market 

-12 

Outer Sunset 

0 

14 

Richmond 

-17 

South Bayshore 

-33 

South Bayshore 

-46 

Outer Sunset 

-12 

Western Addition 

-44 

15 

South Bayshore 

-34 

Western Addition 

-163 

Western Addition 

-123 

Inner Sunset 

-18 

Buena vista 

-44 

Totals 

65 


-13 B 


-120 


66 


780 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning from Bureau of Building Inspection records. 
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1 to 4 


5 to 9 


10 to 24 


25 to 99 


,V,V,V 100 to 407 


DISTRICTS 

1 RICHMOND 

2 MARINA 

3 NORTHEAST 

4 DOWNTOWN 

5 WESTERN ADDITION 
« BUENA VISTA 

7 CENTRAL 

8 MISSION 

9 SOUTH OF MARKET 

10 SOUTH BAYSHORE 

11 BERNAL HEIGHTS 

12 SOUTH CENTRAL 

13 INGLESIDE 

14 INNER SUNSET 

15 OUTER SUNSET 


1 






23 


TABLE 16 

Sari Francisco Districts in Rank Order of 
Number and Percent of Units Certified Complete, 197,3 


Rank' 

District 

No. 

District 

No. of 
Units 

Percent 

1 

7 

Central 

526 

33.3 

2 

1 

Richmond 

289 

18.3 

3 

3 

Northeast 

138 

8.7 

4 

8 

Mission 

124 

7.9 

5 

5 

Western Addition 

10 8 

6.8 

6 

2 

Marina 

87 

5.5 

7 

10 

South Bayshore 

77 

4.9 

8 

12 

South Central 

65 

4.1 

9 

15 

Outer Sunset 

65 

4.1 

10 

14 

Inner Sunset 

60 

3.8 

11 

6 

Buena Vista 

26 

1,7 

12 

11 

Bernal Heights 

9 

0 .& 

13 

13 

Ingleside 

4 

0.3 

14 

4 

Downtown 

0 

0.0 

15 

9 

South of Market 

0 

0.0 

Total 



1578 

100.0 


TABLE 17 

San Francisco Districts in Rank Order of Units Completed by Structure Type, 1973 

Structure Type 


Single Family 

2-4 

5-9 

District Units 

District Units 

District Units 


Central 
South Central 
Inner Sunset 
Outer Sunset 
South Bay shore 
Bernal Heights 
Richmond 
Ingleside 
Marina 
Northeast 
Downtown 

Western Addition 
3 Buena Vista 
Mission 

South of Market 


Richmond 
Outer Sunset 
Inner Sunset 
Central 
Marina 
Northeast 
Buena Vista 
Western Addition 
Bernal Heights 
South Central 
Ingleside 
Downtown 
Mission 

South of Market 
South Bay shore 


South Bayshore 

Buena Vista 

Outer Sunset 

Central 

Richmond 

Marina 

Northeast 

Inner Sunset 

Western Addition 

Downtown 

Mission 

South of Market 
Bernal Heights 
South Central 
Ingleside 


10-19 | 


District 

Units 

Western Addition 

49 

Richmond 

39 

South Bayshore 

38 

Marina 

30 

Northeast 

12 

Downtown 

0 

Buena Vista 

0 

Central 

0 

Mission 

0 

South of Market 

0 

Bernal Heights 

0 

South Central 

0 

rngleside 

0 

Inner Sunset 

0 

Outer Sunset 

0 


District 
Central 
Richmond 
Mission 
Northeast 
Western Addition 
Marina 
Downtown 
Buena Vista 
South of Market 
South Bayshore 
Bernal Heights 
South Central 
Ingleside 
Inner Sunset 
Outer Sunset 


Source* San Francisco Department of City Planning front Bureau of Building Inspection records. 
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20 to 49 


\vav 3 SO to 115 


DISTRICTS 

1 RICHMOND 

2 MARINA 

3 NORTHEAST 

4 DOWNTOWN 

5 WESTERN ADDITION 
0 BUENAVISTA 

7 CENTRAL 

8 MISSION 

9 SOUTH OF MARKET 

10 SOUTH BAYSHORE 

11 BERNAL HEIGHTS 

12 SOUTH CENTRAL 

13 INGLESIDE 

14 INNER SUNSET 

15 OUTER SUNSET 
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Rank 


TABLE 19 

San Francisco Districts in Rank Order of 
Number and Percent of Units Demolished, 1973 


District 

No. 


District 


Western Addition 


South Bay shore 


Buena -Vista 


Richmond 


South of Market 


Inner Sunset 


No. of 
Units 


■Marina 

Northeast 


Outer Sunset 


Mission 


South Central 


Bernal Heights 


Percent 


49.8 


16.4 




TABLE 20 


San Francisco Districts in Rank Order of Units Demolished by Type of Structure, 1973 


Single Family 


South Bays ho re 


Western Addition 
Inner Sunset 


Outer Sunset 


South Central 


Buena Vista 


South of Market 
Bernal Heights 
Ingles ide 


Structure Type 


District Units | District Units District 

Western Addition 167 Western Addition 128 Western Addition 


South Bay shore 
South of Market 


Inner Sunset 


Buena Vista 


Outer Sunset 
South Central 


| Bernal Heights 


Ingleside 


33 South Bay shore 
30 Marina 


28 Northeast 
10 South of Market 


18 Richmond 
14 Buena Vista 


8 Central 


2 Bernal Heights 
0 South Central 
0 Ingleside 


Inner Sunset 


Outer Sunset 


Inner Sunset 


South of Market 
: Outer Sunset 


Buena Vista 


South Bay shore 
. Bernal Heights 
South Central 
Ingleside 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning from Bureau of Building Inspection records* 


Western Addition 


Buena Vista 


South of Market 


South Bayshore 
Bernal Heights 
South Central 
Ingleside 


Inner Sunset 


Outer Sunset 
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DISTRICT HIGHLIGHTS 


Net Change 

In 1973, net additions of units were recorded in ten of the 
fifteen planning districts. Twelve districts registered net 
additions in 1972. 

Eighty- five percent of the total net gains (1,166 units) 
occurred in four districts. They were headed by Central planning 
district (525 units, more than double 1972 figures), followed 
by Richmond (237 units). The Mission (116 units) and Northeast 
(108 units) planning districts were third and fourth; in these 
two districts, a low gain or a net loss had been recorded in 
1972. The high net gains for these four areas were the result 
of public actions: redevelopment in Central district's Diamond 
heights Redevelopment Area; public housing in Richmond and 
Northeast planning districts; and Federal interest subsidy 
housing in Mission planning district. 

The net loss .of 353 units in Western Addition was the 
highest among planning districts in 1973 and compares with a 
net loss of 54 units in 1972. The net losses in South Bayshore 
(75 units) and South of Market (50 units) preceded Western Addi- 
tion in the rank order. Demolition in these three districts was 
primarily the result of redevelopment activities. 

Housing Unit Completions 

The Central district occupied the first place in rank order 
of units certified complete in 1973, accounting for one-third 
of the total completions. Richmond and Northeast occupied the 
second and third places; together, these two planning districts 
accounted for 427 units or 27 percent of the total completions. 

As noted earlier, 59 percent of the completed units in the 
Richmond and Northeast districts were in the three public 
housing projects. V 

: « 

Completions in the Central district were mostly single- 
family houses, condominium townhouses, and condominium apartments. 
The single-family dwellings were of two- or three-bedroom types. 
The units in the 396-unit condominium apartment in Diamond 
Heights ranged from studio to two bedrooms. 

In the Richmond district more 2-4 unit structures were 
completed than in any other district, although the 1973 total 
(68 units) was less than half of the previous year's (149 units) . 
Most of these were two-bedroom units in four-unit structures. 

The number of units completed in 5-9 unit structures has decreased 
by 81 percent between 1972 (62 units) and 1973 (12 units). Most 
of these were one-bedroom units. 
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In Western Addition and South Bayshore, fifth and seventh 
in rank order in 1973, the types of structures completed were 
primarily medium to higher density, similar to 1972. Contrary 
to the trend of other medium and higher density structures in 
the city, those in Western Addition and South Bayshore consisted 
of a high proportion of two- and three-bedroom units, primarily 
because these units were in redevelopment projects which are 
specifically intended to augment family housing in the city. 

Demolition 

Two-thirds of the demolitions in 1973 were attributable to 
public actions in three of the four redevelopment areas: Western 
Addition A-2, Hunters Point and Yerba Buena. The planning dis- 
tricts in which these projects were located. Western Addition, 
South Bayshore, and South of Market, were in fi'rst, second and 
fifth place respectively in the rank order of demolition by 
planning districts. 

Most of the units demolished in Western Addition were in 
2-4 and 5-9 unit structures. In South Bayshofe, redevelopment 
activities removed a considerable number of single-family struc- 
tures, or about one-fourth of the total demolitions in the 
district. In addition, a large number of units in those formerly 
temporary wartime housing structures were demolished. 

Demolitions undertaken through private actions diminished 
in 1973, especially in the Richmond and Northeast districts. In 
1972, these two districts accounted for 12.3 percent (106 units) 
of the total demolitions; in 1973 they represented 5.6 percent 
(52 units) and 3.3 percent (30 units) respectively. 

Planning District Trends, 1968 - 1973 

The boundaries of the fifteen planning districts used in 
this report have remained unchanged since 1968. This permits^' 
comparisons between districts for the period, which are exem- ' 
plified in the accompanying table. < 

Four of the fifteen planning districts accounted for 65 per- 
cent (or nearly two-thirds) of the total housing production for 
this period. In two of these districts,. Central and Western 
Addition, most of the housing production was the result of 
Federally sponsored redevelopment programs. In the other two, 
Richmond and Northeast, the private market was the principal 
source. Except for the Marina district, which contained almost 
nine percent, the rest of the city's districts each held less 
than five percent of the total production, ranging from 4.9 per- 
cent for the Inner Sunset to a tenth of one percent in Bernal 
Heights . 
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TABLE 21 

Planning District Trends, 1968 - 1973 


Completions Demolitions Net 

Planning District No. % No. % Change 


1. Richmond 

1,153 

13.5 

383 

8.3 

770 

2 . Marina 

751 

8.8 

108 ,, 

2.3 

■643 

3. Northeast 

1,008 

11.8 

275 

6.0 

733 

4 . Downtown 

197 

2.3 

18 

0.4 

179 

5. Western Addition 

1,632 

19.1 

2., 455 

53.4 

-823 

6. Buena Vista 

234 

2.7 

121 

2.6 

113 

7 . Central 

1,724 

20.2 

65 

1.4 

1,659 

8. Mission 

326 

3.8 

228 

5.0 

98 

9. South of Market 

14 

0.2 

282 

6.1 

-268 

10, South Bay shore 

322 

3.8 

395 

8.6 

-73 

11. Bernal Heights 

60 

0.7 

23 

0.5 

37 

12. South Central 

321 

3.7 

68 

1.5 

253 

13. Ingles ide 

99 

1.2 

36 

0.8 

63 

14. Inner Sunset 

417 

4.9 

85 

1.8 

332 

15. Outer Sunset 

2 85 

3.3 

59 

1.3 

2^6 

Total 

8,543 

100.0 

4,601 

100.0 

3,942 


Source: Changes in the Housing Inventory, 1968-1973 
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In demolitions , the influence of the redevelopment program 
was sharply felt. The Western Addition district alone accounted 
for more than half of the removals from the housing stock# and 
some demolition in the South of Market district may be attributed 
to work on the Yerba Buena Center project. The redevelopment 
program now underway in Western Addition and South Bayshore will 
add new units to the stock# compensating for the losses suffered 
during the phase of housing clearance. Most demolitions occur- 
ring in the .South Bayshore district were the result of clearance 
in preparation for the Hunters Point project. 

As in housing completions# demolition rates were higher in 
the Richmond and Northeast districts than for other parts of the 
city not affected by redevelopment projects. 

Three of the fifteen districts displayed a net loss for the 
period# and in all three of these# demolition for redevelopment 
projects played a major role. Significantly# the district 
showing the highest net gain for the city was also affected by 
the redevelopment program# the Central district. New housing 
in Diamond Heights# a hitherto undeveloped area of the city# 
was a significant contribution to the city's housing stock# 
especially family housing, during this period. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


The contribution of Federally subsidized housing units to 
the total completions in the 1973 inventory .( 1*020 units or 
65 percent of the total 1,578) underscores the importance of 
that source of housing to the city. As well as being a major 
source of new housing for the disadvantaged, especially the 
elderly poor, it is also a significant source of new condominium 
housing (both townhouses and apartments) which can be made avail- 
able to middle-income families in the city. In the next several 
years, the units already authorized and under construction will 
continue to be a significant part of the new units added to the 
housing supply. 

Although public actions have been responsible for a major 
share of demolitions during the past several years, that number 
should decline in the future as clearance activities in desig- 
nated redevelopment project areas are completed. The composition 
of the stock has not been materially altered by the changes in 
the inventory. Over the past five years, the net gains in the 
housing stock have resulted in annual incremental increases of 
less than a tenth to barely more than three-tenths of a percent 
of the total housing stock. As a consequence, the San Francisco 
housing stock is a largely stationary and aging housing stock in 
which new housing is a marginal element. This factor provides 
the rationale for the policy of the City's Improvement Plan for 
Residence and the community development strategy outlined in the 
Residence Strategy and Programs report recently endorsed by the 
City Planning Commission, which emphasizes the approach of 
rehabilitation and conservation, not just of the units and 
structures containing them but of the neighborhoods in which 
they are located. Clearly, in San Francisco, housing is a 
durable community resource, reflecting a considerable investment 
of sunk capital. Changes in it are marginal. Its preservation 
and enhancement will serve to promote its optimum use. y 

The impact of the moratorium on Federal funds for housing/ 
has not yet been felt, but will manifest itself in 1975-76 when 
housing which would have been commenced under the stalled pro- 
grams would have been completed and added to the stock. The 
impact of high interest rates, lack of investor incentives, 
inflation, the energy crisis, and shortages of materials are 
more immediate. A large project on the site of the old Playland 
Amusement Park has been postponed. A general diminution during 
the last six months of 1973 in the permits authorizing construc- 
tion of units has beeh experienced in San Francisco as well as 
in the rest of the Bay Area. The future is, at this point, 
uncertain. Much depends upon the general state of the economy 
and especially upon the confidence with which investors and 
consumers view future prospects. Nationally, there is an 
uncertainty which is reflected locally. 
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Possibly a change is in store for San Francisco as for 
other central cities. If the energy crisis is chronic, there 
is a prospect that the era of extensive; suburbanization of 
housing may be modified. The vulnerability of suburbs located 
far from adequate mass transportation is riow being demonstrated. 
Should this continue to be so, a substantial private market for 
improvement and for more intensive use of both central city 
housing and housing in nearby suburbs may well develop in the 
next decade. 



